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ABSTRACT 
 
Purpose of this paper was to examine the global contribution of academics to marketing 
literature between 1999 and 2003. This was done based on an examination of the location of 
academics institution of employment, as reported in published works within the targeted 
journals. This was then used to examine the globally dispersion of publishing by institutions.  
 
Design/approach. The paper used a content analysis. The authorship of all articles in 20 
leading journals was examined between 1999 and 2003. Empirical examination of institutions 
performance was undertaken across geographic regions. There was also an examination of 
whether the type of journal impacted on regional performance, using Polonsky and 
Whitelaw’s (2006) A, B and C journal groupings.  
 
 
Findings. The research found that there is a significant “bias” of authorship within the 20 
journals examined, with the majority of works published by academics at institutions in North 
America. There is some variation in regional performance based on the type of journal 
examined. However, when one considers the number of universities within each 
country/region, it is identified that the proportion of institutions within a country/region 
publishing within the targeted journals is in fact hight outside North America. 
 
 
Limitations. There was no attempt to examine why any differences exist. The study also only 
focused on a sample of 20 English language journals over 5 years, although these journals 
have been ‘defined’ as a leading marketing journal for European marketing academics. 
 
Practical Implications. The research suggests that there may in fact be a range of differences 
in publishing behaviour. It is unclear if these differences relate to variations in the 
“objectives” of institutions within each country or other factors. The research posits that a 
marketing knowledge may be unnecessarily restricted, if there is a bias against non-north 
American perspectives.  
 
Originality. While there have been other works examining research performance of 
institutions, there have not been any marketing-related works that focused on the nation in 
which authors work. This work therefore takes a global “snapshot” of national research 
performance within marketing. 
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Publishing in 20 Leading Marketing Journals – An Examination of Global Performance 
 
Introduction 
Marketing scholars have identified that there is a healthy cross fertilisation of thinking within 
the marketing discipline (Baumgartner and Pieters 2003, Bettencourt and Houston 2001, 
Knight et al 2000). This is important, as it ensures that marketing leverages ideas developed 
in other areas and ensured that marketing thinking does not simply reinvent the wheel. One 
question that has not been extensively explored in marketing is whether the literature is global 
inclusion, i.e. are ideas being drawn from academics around the world (Svensson 2005). 
 
There has of course been extensive examination of the contribution of individual researchers 
and institutions to publishing (Bakir et al 2000, Cheng et al 2003, Easton and Easton 2003, 
Henthorne et al. 1998). Unfortunately, much of this research frequently seeks to develop 
rankings of individuals or institutions in regards to their impact in marketing (for example 
Bakir et al 2000), rather than focusing on their contribution to theory development. As was 
suggested previous there is limited discussion as to whether there is sufficient global 
dispersion of intellectual contributions (Boyacigiller and Adler 1991, Doktor et al 1991, 
Svensson 2005, Thomas et al 1994). The purpose of this paper is to examine the international 
dispersion of scholarly contributions to marketing thought in the top journals in our field. 
 
Is There Globally Diversity of Scholarship 
Few works in marketing (Svensson 2005) or other business disciplines discuss whether and 
how scholarship is dispersed, globally. It has been posited that a lack of global inclusion of 
thinking could possible inhibit knowledge development, especially if this means certain types 
of research are not included in US journals (Brinn et al. 2001, Homburg 2003, Rosenstreich 
and Wooliscroft 2005, Svensson 2005).   
 Is the lack of global dispersion of scholarly contributions a reality or a perception?  Svensson 
(2005) suggests that 95% of all articles in one unnamed leading marketing journal had at least 
one US author. If his work is generalisable then some views might not be disseminated in the 
literature. It is our contention that the current state of research does allow provide information 
on publishing from a global perspective. There is a perception on the part of some academics 
that there is a bias favouring North American positivism and several works have suggested 
that academics outside the US believe their works are discriminated against (Brinn et al. 2001, 
Rosenstreich and Wooliscroft 2005).  
 
Various scholars have argued that journals tend to favour scholars in North America for a 
number of reasons. First, is that there is a real bias against non-North American authors. 
There is some empirical evidence suggesting supporting this view (Boyacigiller and Adler 
1991, Brinn et al. 2001). For example, within the International Business area, it would have 
been anticipate there proportion of international contributors would be high. However it has 
been reported by Kumar and Kundu (2004) that only 28% of the “top 50” institutions 
publishing in the international business are were based outside the US. These findings are 
similar to those reported by Thomas et al (1994), i.e. that authors from non-US institutions 
contributed 30.1% of the published articles in international business between 1986-1993. 
Could this possibly reflect the fact that the problems of US multinationals drive much of the 
research in international business, and if this were the case it would potentially give an 
advantage to US-based scholars. 
 
The “bias” in global dispersion of publishing has been identified within marketing. As was 
mentioned previously Svensson (2005) found that 95% of all articles in one un-named leading 
marketing journal had at least one US author. Within the industrial marketing area Ford et al 
(2001) found that 72.3% of all authors were US-based. Moncrief et al (2000) found that there 
was only 1 non-US university in the top 30 universities publishing in selling and sales 
management area. Henthorne et al. (1998) found that there were no non-US institutions in the 
top 30 universities publishing in the Advertising area. While Hanna and LaTour (2002) found 
that there were only three international institutions represented in the top 50 Universities 
publishing within the logistics area. The perceived imbalance in academic representation is 
not limited to published works, but also relates to editorial board membership. For example, 
within marketing Rosenstreich and Wooliscroft (2005) found that members of leading 
journals’ editorial boards were predominately based in the United States (85%), with only 7% 
of editorial board members from Europe.  
 
If a regional bias in published does exist, it will limit the development of thinking, as there are 
theoretical perspectives and research approaches that may not be effectively considered 
(Boyacigiller and Adler 1991). The lack of inclusion of ideas from global regions could 
potentially mean that theory develops in a much slower way, especially if these under-utilised 
perspectives would have advanced marketing theory development (Thomas et al 1994). 
However, it should be noted that many leading journals, in marketing and other disciplines, 
include ‘positioning statements’ that they encourage non-US authors to submit works and 
perspectives (Rosenstreich and Wooliscroft 2005). For example, Roland Rust (2005) the 
incoming editor of the Journal of Marketing has stated: 
“… non-U.S. authors will have a fair opportunity to publish at JM.  That is not to say 
that publication will be easy—recall that the journal’s current acceptance rate is 
11%--but I will guarantee that there will be no bias against non-U.S. authors or non-
U.S. data.  I have also increased non-U.S. participation on the Editorial Review 
Board.” 
The success or failure (or, more accurately, the perceived success or failure) of such proactive 
steps hinges on whether a bias in publishing can be measured, and on an agreed-upon 
standard for overcoming the bias.  To do this, a benchmark for global dispersion in academic 
marketing journal publications is needed, if for no other reason than to serve as a starting 
point for the conversation.  Any bias, intentional or not, against non-North American research 
perspectives can stifle new ideas and theory development, where newer ideas are 
unfortunately more difficult to get published (Armstrong 1995). Given the lack of research on 
the global dispersion of research in marketing this paper is a first attempt to examine the 
degree to which authors from different regions participate in publishing in “leading” 
marketing journals. 
 
It does however need to be pointed out that Wilkie and Moore’s (2003 p 113) research seems 
to suggest that using the location in which one is employed could possible miss the fact that 
many academics are indeed global by training or birth. That is, they suggest that there are an 
increasing number of academics published in leading journals that were employed or “were 
born outside the US”. Their contention would be that being born and educated outside the US 
might result in these academics bring new views to the discipline. While this view does have 
some merit, Schlegelmich (2004) suggests that academics thinking and publishing is in fact 
shaped where they are employed. Thereby non-US academics in the US would adopt us 
perspectives to publishing. This might be supported by the requirements placed on academics 
working at US institutions which tend to specify the number of A and B journals required for 
tenure (DocSig 2006). As such it might be the case that international academics adopt the 
perspectives accepted in the journals that their institutions value, rather than changing the 
research values of their institutions. 
 
Why Might Bias exist?  
There has been some research into perceived bias in academic publishing against non-US 
perspectives. Rosenstreich and Wooliscroft (2005) examined why Australasian academics 
were not successful in US-based marketing journals, and found that Australian academics felt 
that issues such as being linked into the right research networks and undertaking the right 
types of research limited their US publishing success. Marketers in Rosenstreich and 
Wooliscroft (2005) study and Accountants Brinn et al. (2001) both also perceived that there 
was a preference by reviewers in the US for certain “theoretical or methodological” 
approaches, which might negatively bias against non-US research especially works that seek 
to address research questions differently.  This might also explain why marketing academics 
in the UK seem not to target US journals with their work (Easton and Easton 2003). 
 
There is some objective work that there are regional differences in the way academics 
evaluate knowledge, or at least journals. For example, Theoharakis and Hirst 2002 and Mort 
et al. 2004 found that academics in different regions appear to rank journals differently, which 
might relate to underlying differences in how they view research. Polonsky and Whitelaw 
(2005) found that there were in fact regional differences in the perceived importance of the 
prestige, contribution to theory, contribution to teaching, and contribution to practice. US 
academics tended to place more importance on prestige as compared to contribution to 
knowledge that did European academics. Therefore there could be real differences in the 
publishing objectives globally. While understanding why differences exist in publishing 
performance is important, this research will not examine this issue. 
 
 What Are the Leading Marketing Journals? 
There is a growing literature in the area of identifying what are the “leading” journals within 
disciplines. Works such as those by Starbuck (2005) suggest that generally works published in 
the ‘most prestigious’ journals contribute more to knowledge than works published in other 
‘leading’ journals, although there are exceptions on both sides, i.e. works in prestigious 
journals do not contribute much and works in less prestigious journals contribute 
significantly. 
 
Defining the leading journals in marketing is no easy task. While there are many studies on 
this topic (See AMA 2006 for a list of works looking at Journal Rankings) these tend to take 
different approaches to ranking journals. The two main approaches used in the literature are 
based on perceptions and Citation rates (Sivadas and Johnson 2005). Polonsky and Whitelaw 
(2005) found a statistically significant correlation across studies for the top ranked journals, 
although they found that correlations were non-significant as one moved down the ranking 
lists. 
 
In the majority of cases journal ranking have been made on are single item evaluations. This 
does have a potential limitation that rankings do not reflect the complexity of evaluations 
being undertaken. Polonsky and Whitelaw (2006) developed a multi-dimensional perceptual 
ranking, whereby they asked US respondents to evaluate journals on four dimensions - - 
which were then weighted by respondents. They then undertook cluster analysis to journals 
using the four evaluative criteria, which resulted in a three-cluster solution. This study uses 
their overall set of 20 journals to evaluate global contribution to knowledge, as well as 
explores their three sub-groups.  
Table 1 provides the journals and their ranks from a number of studies. As was suggested 
previously these are based on different ranking approaches.  Of those listed in Table 1 only 
Baumgartner& Pieters (2003) is based on citations of overall performance within the 
marketing area, although some multi-disciplinary journals were included. Polonsky and 
Whitelaw (2006) is a multi-dimensional perceptual ranking of average US academics. There 
are three rankings provided by Theoharakis & Hirst (2002), who surveyed academics at 
leading institutions – their worldwide ranking, US ranking and European ranking. The last 
ranking provided in table 1 is the perceptual ranking developed by Hult et al. (1997), which is 
based on the views of average US academics. As can be seen there is overlap across rankings 
and given Polonsky and Whitelaw (2006) found consistency across studies for the top ranked 
journals, we have adopted their ranking in this work. 
 
 
Methodology 
The geographic authorship of five years of articles in 20 leading marketing journals was 
examined. The journals selected were chosen from Polonsky and Whitelaw (2006). Table 1 
reports all journals that have been listed in the ‘top 20’ from a cross section of recent 
marketing journal ranking studies, it also lists the location of the editor and publisher for the 
20 journals examined in this study. The studies presented in Table 1 may have used different 
methodologies as well as samples/sub-samples. The studies in Table 1 include; Baumgartner 
and Pieters (2003) overall citation based ranking, Theoharakis & Hirst 2002 perception based 
rankings focusing on leading academics in the US, UK and ‘global’ views, Hult et al. (1997) 
perception based using a sample of average US academics, and Polonsky and Whitelaw’s 
(2006) ranking using a multi-dimensional perception based rankings of the ‘average” US 
academics.  
 PLACE TABLE 1 HERE 
 
Within this paper we will use the journals identified in Polonsky and Whitelaw (2006) 
rankings were: a) their rankings focused solely on marketing journals and excluded multi-
disciplinary journals; b) they focused on a cross section of academics rather than just leading 
academics or those at AACSB accredited institutions, and c) the rankings are based on 
academics weighted multidimensional perceptual evaluations of journals, rather than single 
items. Within their work Polonsky and Whitelaw (2006) asked a set of “average” US 
academics to evaluate journals that they were familiar with on four dimensions - Prestige, 
Contribution to Knowledge, Contribution to Practice and Contribution to Teaching. They also 
asked respondents to weight the importance of these four dimensions generally when 
evaluating journals, which were then used to weight criteria evaluations for each journal. 
Thus the Polonsky and Whitelaw (2006) rankings reflect a composite multi-dimensional 
ranking of journals. They also used the unweighted criteria evaluations to cluster journals, 
which more than half their 65 respondents were familiar with, resulting in 20 leading journals 
being clustered. This resulted in three groupings that they defined as A, B and C journals. As 
far as we are aware this is the only research that defines groupings of journals within in a 
discipline, rather than simply focusing on rankings alone. 
 
Data 
Authors’ affiliation data was collected by reviewing all articles (i.e. excluding editorials, book 
reviews, etc) published in the 20 leading journals, identified in Polonsky and Whitelaw’s 
study (2006), between 1999-2003. This was tabulated by institution, for example if there were 
four co-authors each authors’ institution was allocated a “0.25”. If more than on author was 
affiliated with the same institution, this institution would have been credited multiple times 
and when an individual listed more than one affiliation their “score” was split between 
institutions. This approach has been used in other evaluations of publishing (for example, Zou 
2005). 
 
The data was then tabulated across countries for each of the 20 journals, as well as for the 
three groupings of journals (A, B and C). Across the 20 journals there were 3414 articles. The 
authors included 870 different academics across 57 different countries. In addition there were 
a number of industry-based authors and these were aggregated across countries. 
 
Analysis 
Given the exploratory nature of this research, the data analysis is primarily descriptive, as we 
are seeking to examine the national publishing performance across the three categories of 
journals. Rather than examine all 57 countries’ performance, we focus on a comparison of the 
20 countries1 most prolific in publishing in the leading 20 journals and use Spearman 
correlation to identify if there is a difference in performance across the 20 leading nations. 
 
In the second phase of the analysis we examine the publishing performance within individual 
journals. We have aggregated countries into seven regions - North America, South America, 
European, Middle East, Africa, Asia, and Australasia - to make these comparisons more 
manageable. Z-tests were undertaken to examine whether there were differences in the 
publishing performance across journal types (A, B, C) within each region. Regional 
differences were also examined using Anova’s and paired t-tests to determine whether there 
are differences in publishing performance across regions and/or based on whether the Journal 
                                                 
1 “Ties” in performance means that more than 20 countries are included in some instances. 
is US published and edited (see Table 1). Data on the publisher is identified from the Urlics 
Publication Guide (2005), whereas editorship is identified from the journals’ web page. 
 
Results 
The first step of the analysis was to examine the number of countries that were represented, in 
regards to authors’ institutions, across the 20 journals. Overall there were 57 countries 
represented. While this appears “high”, thus suggesting a wide diversity of publications, the 
contribution of national authorship varied substantially. Although the concentration was 
rather high, with the top 11 countries reflecting 80% of all articles published. Across the four 
journal groupings (leading 20, A, B and C journals) the US contributed the greatest proportion 
of authors, as might be expected. The second most contributing nation was the UK, followed 
by Australia, the Netherlands, Canada and Hong Kong (See Table 2). The national rankings 
did vary depending on the sub-category examined. Spearman correlations for the top 20 
nations as listed in table 2 identified that in all cases there was a high statistically significant 
correlation between publishing performance in the A, B and C journal groupings (A-B = 
0.687 p<.01; A-C= 0.640 p<.01; B-C=.782 p<.01). 
 
PLACE TABLE 2 HERE 
 
Table 3 examines the authorship performance by journal. For simplicity we have aggregated 
the counties into seven geographic regions. The first thing to note in Table 3 is that the 
contribution of non-academics appears to vary between journals and groupings. There are 
relatively consistent results for non-academic authors for A journals. There is however much 
wider variation in non-academic performance for B level journals ranging from 23.4% for the 
Journal of Advertising Research, which is self-identified as a “trade” journal (Urlichs 2005), 
to 0.8% in the Journal of Consumer Psychology. 
 
PLACE TABLE 3 HERE 
 
The overall proportion of non-academic authors is lower for B journals than A journals, 
which was not anticipated. However, as might be expected the more applied C journals have 
an even higher number of non-academic authors. Although here too, there is wide variation in 
authorship with 11.5% of non-academic authors for the Journal of Consumer Marketing to 
1.83% for Advances in Consumer Research, which is a conference proceedings. 
 
In examining the regional performance it is be anticipated that North American (i.e. US, 
Canadian and Mexican) academics would dominate all journals with 67% of all papers across 
the 20 journals, this is lower than has been reported in the international business area with 
90.9% of publications in the top journals were from North America (Thomas et al 1994). Z-
tests were undertaken to examine whether there were differences in the publishing 
performance across journal types within each region. There is clearly variation between 
groupings (i.e. A= 82.06%, B= 61.59% and C= 63.90%), with North Americans contributing 
more to the “A” journals than either B (Z=10.77) or C (Z=7.93) journals. In addition there 
appears to be variation within groupings as well, although this appears to be widest in the B 
journal category with the European Journal of Marketing having 17% of all authors being 
North American based and the Journal of Marketing Education having 93% of all authors 
being North American based.  
 
European academics represented 28 countries and contributed 17.65% of all journal articles in 
the leading 20 journals. They also vary in contributions across the three groupings (i.e. A 
=9.08%, B=21.27% and C=19.62%). They do produce substantial proportions for all 
categories although they produce more B & C articles than A articles (Z=-7.91 and Z=-5.89 
respectively). One might have anticipated that they would have contributed greater proportion 
of articles, simply given the number of marketing academics and institutions across Europe. 
Within categories there are higher variances in the contributions. For example, within the B 
grouping European authors contribute more than half of the works in the European Journal of 
Marketing, as well as over 30% of the works in Industrial Marketing Management and the 
International Journal of Research in Marketing, but they produce less than 5% of the articles 
in the Journal of Public Policy and Marketing, Journal of Consumer Psychology, Journal of 
Personal Selling and Sales Management and Journal of Marketing Education. In the C 
category they seem to contribute more than 20% of the articles to Advances in Consumer 
Research and Academy of Marketing Science Review, but fewer 10% of the articles in the 
Journal of Consumer Marketing. 
 
It is interesting to note that Australasian academics (Australia, New Zealand and Fijian) 
contributed the third highest proportion of articles overall (5.l3%). Given the small size of this 
region, in population and universities, it would seem that authors in this region are 
outperforming others, using size as the indicator of performance. There is also variation in 
performance across the three journal categories, i.e. A=2.20%, B=6.35% and C=5.84% and 
statistical differences exist between the groups (A-B Z= -4.80 and A-C Z= -3.68).  There was 
also variance within groupings and Australasian authors contributed more than 5% of the 
articles to a number of journals including European Journal of Marketing (14%), 
International Journal of Research in Marketing, Journal of Advertising Research, Marketing 
Letters, Psychology and Marketing and Journal of Consumer Marketing (11%). Authors from 
the region contributed to all of the leading 20 journals. 
 
The fourth highest contributing group is from Asia, which represent nine countries with 3.68 
of the articles published in the leading 20 journals. It is surprising that this region’s output is 
so small given the size of the population and the growing numbers of academics in the region. 
Cheng et al. (2003) identified that there were in fact some highly active institutions and 
individuals within the region and thus its contribution may grow in the future. The overall 
contribution within each category is relatively low i.e. A=3.04%, B=3.50% and C=5.18%. 
There was only a statistical difference between A and C publishing (Z=2.09). The 
contribution with the sub-groupings varies and there are four journals for which regional 
authors contribute less than 1% of the articles, Journal of Marketing (.94%), Journal of 
Personnel Selling and Sales Management (0.0%), Journal of Public Policy and Marketing 
(.92%) and Academy of Marketing Science Review (.97%). 
 
In terms of the other three regions, relatively small numbers of articles published in the 20 
leading marketing journals come from South America, the Middle East and Africa, with each 
region contributing less than 1% of the articles in total as well as across groupings. No 
statistical differences existed in groupings. Although, Middle Eastern authors do produce 
more than 1% of the articles in Journal of Marketing Research, Journal of Retailing and 
Marketing Science, European Journal of Marketing, Journal of Advertising, Journal of 
Consumer Psychology and Marketing Letters. In addition Middle Eastern authors contributed 
to each of the A journals over the 5 years studies. African authors contributed more than 1% 
of the articles in the Academy of Marketing Science Review. 
 
We next examined whether overall publishing performance varied based on the region or 
whether the journal was published or edited in the US, or whether there was any interaction 
effect. The ANOVA results suggest that the average percentage of articles did not vary based 
on where the journal was published and edited (F=.01 p>.10). There was, however, variation 
in publishing based on the region being examined (F= 157.11 p<.001), and there was also a 
statistically significant interaction between region and journal location (F=3.98 p<.001). 
Paired analysis identified that in all cases North American authors published more than 
authors from other regions. European authors produced more than authors in all regions other 
than North America. Few other regional differences existed. When examining the influence of 
publisher and editors’ locations, we identified that statistical differences existed for North 
America academics  (F=4.011 p=.061), Asia academics (F=9.313 p=.007) and Australasia 
academics (F=6.051 p=.024), suggesting an emphasis of US and Asian academics toward US 
journals, whereas Australasian academics seem to emphasise publishing in non-US journals. 
 
Conclusions 
The research suggests that North American authors appear to dominate publishing within the 
leading marketing journals, however it is unclear if there is a generalized bias towards US 
academics. The success of regions such as Australia and Asia might be related to the high 
number of US trained academics as these individuals may have established research networks 
in the US, as well as understanding the types of research expected, issues that Brinn et al 
(2001) and Rosenstreich and Wooliscroft (2005) suggests inhibits some authors targetting US 
journals. 
 
Some may argue that a lack of global contribution to journals is indeed a limitation of the 
discipline.  While this research did not examine the views of editors or reviewers of various 
journals, there may be such bias in views on their part regarding non-US works if previous 
management research on the topic is generalisable to marketing (Boyacigiller and Adlers 
1991). If this were the case then marketing knowledge development may be unintendedly 
stifled. 
 
However, it should be pointed out that part of the potential problem might be attributable to 
the non-US academics research. That is Brinn et al (2001) suggests these authors might not be 
undertaking the “right type” of research for publication in these journals. This in no way 
suggests that the research being undertaken is not valuable, as all research is valuable (Shugan 
2003), rather it may mean that non-US authors need to better articulate the value of their work 
in terms that are consistent with these journals’ objectives. However, if there is some bias 
towards mathematical positivism in leading journals, it may not only seem to be “Pro-US”, 
but also mean that valuable knowledge developed using other approaches frequently used 
outside the US is not being disseminated and integrated into theory. 
 
The fact that the study presented in this paper focuses on English speaking journals is of 
course a possible limitation. There are possibly non-English journals that might be viewed as 
important. One could also examine how other variables such as impact factors (such as those 
produced by the social sciences citation index), determine which journals are targeted as these 
impact factors might focus on English language journals. 
 
Some size effects may also need to be considered. For example, in the US there are over 1200 
different degree-granting institutions, whereas in Australasia there are less than 50. Thus, 
regional performance based on aggregate numbers might potentially be misleading and 
adjustments for size of the educational market could be examined in the future.  
TABLE 2 
Country Ranking of Authorships 
 Total Top 20 
Authorship 
A journal 
Authorship 
B journal 
Authorship 
C Journal 
Authorship 
1 USA 64.4% USA 79.6% USA 59.0%% USA 58.0% 
2 United kingdom 
6.9% Netherlands 3.3% United Kingdom 9.6% United Kingdom 6.7% 
3 Australia 3.8% Canada 2.5% Australia 4.6% Canada 5.9% 
4 Canada 3.2% Australia 1.8% Netherlands 2.9% Australia 4.5% 
5 Netherlands 2.7% United kingdom 1.7% Canada 2.6% France 2.2% 
6 HK 1.6% HK 1.7% New Zealand 1.8% Spain 1.8% 
7 France 1.5% France 1.5% HK 1.6% Singapore 1.6% 
8 New Zealand 1.3% Germany 0.9% France 1.3% Netherlands 1.5% 
9 Spain 1.0% Israel 0.8% Spain 1.2% HK 1.3% 
10 Singapore 0.9% South Korea 0.6% Sweden 0.9% Turkey 1.3% 
11 Germany 0.8% Belgium 0.6% Singapore 0.9% Denmark 1.2% 
12 Denmark 0.6% Singapore 0.5% Finland 0.7% New Zealand 1.2% 
13 South Korea 0.6% New Zealand 0.4% Germany 0.7% South Korea 1.2% 
14 Sweden 0.6% Norway 0.4% Norway 0.6% Germany 0.8% 
15 Norway 0.6% Switzerland 0.2% Denmark 0.6% Ireland 0.7% 
16 Belgium 0.5% Turkey 0.2% Ireland 0.6% Belgium 0.6% 
17 Ireland 0.5% Denmark 0.1% 
Cyprus  
Spain 
Japan 
China 
India 
Sweden 
Brazil 
Thailand 
 
Greece 0.5% Poland 0.6% 
18 Israel 0.4% South Korea 0.4% Norway 0.6% 
19 Turkey 0.4% 
Finland 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Belgium 4.0% Twain 0.5% 
20 Twain 0.3% 
Israel 
Switzerland 
 
 
 
 
Sweden 0.4% 
Japan 
Israel 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 1 Rankings of Journals Based on Past studies 
 Editor/
Publisher
Polonsky & 
Whitelaw 
US (2006)
Baumgartner 
& Pieters 
Overall (2003)
Theoharakis & Hirst 
World (2002) 
Theoharakis & Hirst 
US (2002) 
Theoharakis & Hirst 
Europe (2002) 
Hult et al. US 
1997 
Academy of Marketing Science Review  US/US 20 NA NA NA NA NA
Advances in Consumer Research US/US 18 6 17 18 15 17
Business horizons NA 20 33 33 30 34
California management review NA 19 22 23 21 24
Decision science NA 37 26 22 27 22
European Journal of Marketing UK/UK 16 17 14 24 10 24
Harvard Business Review NA 4 7 7 6 7
Industrial Marketing Management US/US 13 10 21 30 14 30
International Journal of Research in Marketing France/UK 12 22 6 9 4 15
Journal of Advertising US/US 8 15 15 13 13 10
Journal of Advertising Research US/US 10 11 13 14 12 11
Journal of Business NA 26 20 17 25 14
Journal of Business Research NA 12 12 15 9 9
Journal of Consumer Marketing UK/UK 19 35 36 36 31 29
Journal of Consumer Psychology HK/US 9 40 10 6 23 21
Journal of Consumer Research US/US 3 3 3 2 3 3
Journal of International Business Studies NA 13 24 28 20 22
Journal of Marketing US/US 1 24 2 3 1 1
Journal of Marketing Education US/US 17 1 NA NA NA 15
Journal of Marketing Management 35 34 29 39 18 NA
Journal of Marketing Research US/US 2 2 1 1 2 2
Journal of Personal and social Psychology NA 18 16 11 32 NA
Journal of Personal Selling & Sales Management US/US 11 41 32 29 36 18
Journal of Product Innovation Management NA 16 19 21 22 25
Journal of public policy and Marketing US/US 7 21 27 20 37 12
Journal of Retailing US/UK 5 9 8 8 8 5
Journal of the academy of Marketing Science US/US 6 8 9 12 7 6
Management Science NA 5 5 5 11 8
Marketing letters Canada/US 14 7 11 10 16 23
Marketing Science US/US 4 25 4 4 5 4
Organizational and Human Decision Processes NA NA 28 19 38 NA
Psychology and Marketing US/US 15 29 25 25 24 16
Sloan Management Review NA 14 18 16 19 13
Strategic Management Journal NA NA 23 26 17 NA
Journal of Services Research 34 NA 34 31 39 NA
Journal of Macromarketing 22 NA NA NA NA NA
Journal of Strategic Marketing 51 NA NA NA 34 NA
Table 3 
Authorship of Articles within Journals Across Regions (Percentages) 
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JAMS 3.15 96.85 85.19  6.08 .66  1.60 3.32 
 JMR 3.89 96.11 76.46  14.20 1.06  3.24 1.14 
 Journal of Consumer Research 1.31 98.69 88.14  3.21 .08  4.98 2.28 
 Journal of Marketing 1.77 98.23 82.13  13.42 .64  0.97 1.07 
 Journal of Retailing 3.17 96.83 77.35  9.76 1.40 0.22 3.54 4.57 
 Marketing Science 3.22 96.78 81.44 0.40 8.17 1.66  3.52 1.60 
 A's 3.17 96.83 82.06 0.05 9.08 0.84 0.03 3.04 2.20 
 European Journal of Marketing 3.43 96.57 17.05 0.31 58.23 1.05 0.74 4.38 14.83 
 Industrial Marketing Management 5.05 94.95 56.64  31.33  0.37 2.03 4.60 
 International Journal of Research in Marketing 1.84 98.16 51.98 0.39 31.80 .32 0.46 6.70 6.48 
 Journal of Advertising 3.71 96.29 79.36 0.27 6.50 1.06  5.52 3.58 
 Journal of Advertising Research 23.43 76.57 58.72  8.78  0.31 3.78 5.05 
 Journal of Consumer Psychology 0.76 99.24 88.90  2.62 1.90  5.18 0.63 
 Journal of Marketing Education 1.77 98.23 90.75  2.94   1.14 3.40 
 Journal of Personal Selling & Sales Management 3.68 96.32 88.23  4.74    3.35 
 Marketing letters 7.26 92.74 68.28  13.66 1.66  4.28 5.24 
 Psychology and Marketing 2.00 98.00 69.97  14.45 . 23  4.39 8.96 
JPPM 16.91 83.09 79.68  1.31   0.92 1.18 
 B's 2.69 97.31 61.59 0.09 21.27 0.51 0.23 3.50 6.50 
 Advances in Consumer Research 1.83 98.17 66.40 0.23 23.22  0.35 3.89 4.05 
 Journal of Consumer Marketing 11.46 88.54 57.06 0.13 9.30 0.86  9.73 11.46 
Academy of Marketing Science Review  9.31 90.69 62.01  20.13  1.62 0.97 3.18 
 C's 6.18 93.82 63.90 0.19 19.62 0.40 0.32 5.18 5.84 
 Top 20 6.49 93.51 61.57 0.09 21.26 0.58 0.24 3.50 6.35 
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